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Economic Affairs

Doubtful Congress Clears Gramm-Rudman Fix

A dubious Congress sent Presi-
dent Reagan a new version of the
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings anti-deficit
law on Sept. 23

The legislation. attached to a 20-
month extension (H J Res 3241 of the
federal debt ceiling. eases the Gramm-
Rudman deficit targets of the 1985 law
and promises a halanced budget by
fiscal 1993, two vears later than the
original law. It revives an automatic
spending-cut procedure to be trig-
gered if Congress and the president
fail to meet the deficit targets by con-
ventional legisiation.

The law’s original automatic pro-
cedure was struck down in 1986 by the
Supreme Court.

The conference agreement on the
lepiclation was approved Sept. 27 by
the House on a 23G-176 vote. The foi-
lowing dav the Senate. 64-34. cleared
the measure for the president. i Prov:-
stons, p. 2310; House vote 330, p. 2345,
Senate vote 262 p 23500

By the week's end it was not clear
whether Reagan would sign or veto the
bill. Debate among White House ad-
visers mirrored conflicts in Congress.
(Related story, po 2310

The onlv benefit on which all
agreed was the bill's long-lasting in-
crease in the debt ceiling from $2.
triflion to $2.6 trillion. That is enough
borrowing authority to last through
May 1929, The extension would confer
a much-needed stabihty on the gov-
ernment’s financing of the debt by
postponing, until after the 198% ele:-
tions. the political maneuvers that tra-
ditionally delay debt legisiation.

Ir the White House as in Corn-
Lress. opponents of the bill warned
that critical federal programs. notabhy
defense. vmulr be crippled 1o fruitless
atiemnts 1o ance the hudget On
the olnher Sidy were those. such as
APy Necretany Glames A Baker
I who warned that a veio would be a
political embarrassment and a fiscal
disaster. because 1t wouid be difficuli
to extract another debt measure from
a roiled Congress

A tempor ary increase in the debt
<en.n§ expired \e;u 25 If no addi-

— Bj\ Elizabetn Wehr

ticnal borrowing s authorized  the
government faces unprecedenied de-
fault by the first dave of October

On Capitol Hill. opponents, 1n-
cluding Sen. Pete V. Domenici. R-
N.M.. once a strong supporter of
Gramm-Rudman. said the deficit-cuz-
ting measure wouldn't work

Its authors insisted that the re-
newed threat of harsh cuts would furce
the White House and Congress 1o
compromise ¢n an alternative.

St most who voted for the bill
were less convinced than in  19s5,
when Gramm-Rudman was swept into
law on a tide of anger against the hud-
get deficit and against the failure of

The anti-deficit bill “is not
worse than doing nothing.
But I am not very confi-
dent of my opinion.’

—Sen. William L. Armstrong,
R-Colo.

Congress and the president to come 1o
grips with it. Then many said that the
threat of automatic spending cuts
would sureiv end the Congress-Wnite
House impasse.

But now there is a pervasive be-
lief that the deadlock wili continus
untii Reagan leaves office. because the
president will block the tax increases
that many influential membe'k bel
are critical to balance the budpe:

The widespread certain'v tha:
Reaganr will never bend t¢ new taxe:
feeds fear that he would lei auiomoatic
cuts oceur instead and biame Congreas
for the resulting harm.

The somber mood 1n
seemed hest expressed by Sen Wi
ham L. Armstrong. R-Colo.. whe ge.
tured the Senate on what he consig
ered grave faults in the bili Sl
Armstrong concluded. it 1= not worse
than doing nothing. But I am not very
confident of mv opinien.”

Congress

Refreat . ..
The final version of Gran:m-Kuc.
man was negotiated privaielv by s

wopv g 987 L ungrensiona Ga

Kepraa cnor poohnaes « whow for LA es.en .
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handful of House and Senate conter
ees meetmg the first week 1 August
and again after Congress returned
Sept. 9 from its August break. ‘Bacr-
ground. Weekin Report p 22554

It represented a significant step
back from the promises of the origing!
law and from the more modest expe. -
tations of the budger resclution H
Con Res 931 Congress passed earlier
this vear.

Throughout the conference nego
tiations and final congressional action
ol the measure, White House officrais
insisted that no legislation should
force Rezgan 1o choose betweern taxes
and disruptive. automatic cuts in de-
fense  That. of course. was the hasx
strategy of all but committed convres

sional opponents of a 1ax nerease

The White House atso maintaimied
that Keagar himself had nc position
on the matter

In 1485 Reagan enthusiasticalhy
embraced Gramm-Rudinan. although.
upon 1ts enactment. the president’'s
lawvers promptly asked the courts to
void  the automatic  spending-cut
mechanism. Then. as now. Defense
Secretary Caspar W, Weinberger and
Secretary of State George P Shulty
fought fierceiy aguinst the legination.

warning of it impact o Deiense and

State !

Many in Congress expect Reagun
to accept the legislation. despite its
evident difficulties. Thev cite  the
powerful incentive of the long dehn
it extension. the awkwardness of
oppe tion that daims 1o b
ance the budget ana the fact thet tne
DEW VErsion is comparative;y

1 : . v .
Lve witr at deast for fisca’ 1o~ anc

DU pPrograll:

IS

Or Realism?
It the new
SOMIEM Nat easter for the

Gramm-Ruamar. s
Dresioe

als o lets up e littie on Cangres
nexs two vears. - authors man
that the changes recognize pliiea’ e
aiintes that would gu: i
Gnder the more sirnmngent o
THe new version's :)’(:'ui: targe! -
are sunstantialis higher thar those of
the JO%7 versior and. {or fisca. D9ns

ans JYxv there are Lmils on bow
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Economic Affairs - 2

mware thar €27 bithion

2oy

new version sets a flscal 1985 target ot
$144 bithon. but alse spectfies that main unchanged by the new version
automatic cuts will be no more than

After Gramm-Rudman: Now What?

What Congress does next in its tortured budgel process depends on
whether President Reagan signs or vetoes the rewrite of the Gramm-
Rudmarn-Hollings anti-deHant law

Much monev-related legislation hangs v the baiar
tor the fiscal vear beginmng Oct. T must be complieted :
tion fegislation. making the $20 billion 1in savings mandated by the Gramn..
Rudman bill iH .1 Res 3241, should be enacted. And a success{ui veto v&wui(i
require members to produce ancther increase in the federal debt ceilu
hecause the Gramm-Rudman changes are part of needed debs ](“'1\‘5\}\”.

If Gramm-Rudman becomes law. reconciliation is next. The House
Wavs and Means Committee plans to begin working on its part of that hill.
including a tax increase. on Oct 1

H .1 Res 324 supplants the fiscal 198~ hudget remlutmn which earlier
thi= vear reguired Congress to reduce the deficit by $37 bilion. O1 that
140 hillior was to be new taxes

VUnder H .1 Res 224, the savings come down te 27 bithon But auther-
170y and appropriations committees aren’t oft the hook The new Jegizia
tion rules out $7 billion in revenues from earhy pavment of Rural Electinift.
cation Administration loans. revenues inciuded in the budget resoiution’s
%147 billion total Members working on Gramn-Rudman subtracted another
%7 billion by agreeing on a smaller tax increase to raise about $12 billion
Authorizing panels must still produce about 4 billion in savings assumed
in the budget resolution. and appropriators must stili trim expenditures by
about $3.7 billion as their part of the new. $2& billion total

It reconciliation is not law by Oct. 20, autematic spending cuts would
go into effect. becoming permanent a month later if alternative saving- are
still lacking. Given Reagan's continued aversion te taxes. a presidential vete
of a tax-bearing reconciliation bili seems certain to many members and an
override probably impossible.

Sen. Warren B. Rudman. R-N H.. savs the new Gramm-Rudman legi--
lation will avert disaster because the risks of failure are too large. Bm
others fear that several months from now. Congress will find itself bereft
by veto. of any hope for a tax increase and beset by pressures to protect
defe 1se and domestic programs. Gramm-Rudman notwithstanding.

Appropriations
ux-nf’il‘;:-

i

S ™

muck would be cut under the auto- get-reconcibation legislation that

matic  process. Moreover. compiex

changes in accounting methods alse changes were compiete.
eas~t tbe impact of automatic cuts. Sen Liovd Bentsen. I)-Texas
The fiscal 1925 budget resoiutinn who helped negotiate the Gramm

called i r Congress to reduce the def:-

cit by $37 billion through cuts in “this 1s a tougher

spendir 1 and a tax increase of 3197 23 billion™ ¢ achieve. That is be-

bilhion cause the legislation would ruje ou:
With that level of deficit reduc- severa: Ol the temporary s\

tion. the remaining deficit would sul schemes Congress has used o cluw

heve exceeaded the original §10x bil compliance with deficit wargets

Hor. 19a~ Gramm-Rudmarn target h

Under the new Gramm-Rudmarn.
tlion o dedlcil reduction wor
be required. feaving a deficit as high as phiance with Gramm-Kudman

X160 bitlion by some estimates. The Alse. one of the most difficuls

&2+ billion and that the automatc
procedure can be avoided if 22 billion that 1+ not the case Roughi
e saved in some other wan

The %232 billion in deficit-reduc-
tion measures 1¢ tu be enacted in bug-

Topvight (ORT Longresuona Lao-ecs s

PAGE 2:10. Sept 26, 1987 POV AU S A

delaved until the Gramm-Rudman

Rudman rewrite. toid reporiers tha?’
$22 billion. & harder

Reverues from sales of  assets
such as loans and receipts from earh
repavments of federa’ loans couid ne
lemger be counted in determining corn-

pects of Gramm-Rudman woulc re

Although some stili  advertise  the
automatic cuts as ‘across the board 7
v TW

thirds of the federa! budrer 1c e:t}m
spared from automatic cuts altogethe-
or shielded. as in the case of Medicare
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by rules limiting the size of cuts. That
means that roughly a third of federal
programs bear the full brunt of auto-
matic cuts.

Provisions

® Raise the permanent federa: dehn
Iimit te 2.8 tritlion. from 20 trilhion,
enough te last through May 19800 A
temporary $EH00 tridhon ceiling had
beer, 1n eftect through Sept 25

® Latablimh. for fiscal vears 195~-4
an automatc spending-cut {(“seques
ter’” procedure to reduce the esty
mated deficit te specified targets,

Each  vear. the Congressional
Budget Office «CBO) and. five dave
later. the Otfice of Management ana
Budget tOMBI. would 1ssue reports on
the s1ze of the estimarted deficit for the
coming fiscal vear. the amoant that
federal ~pending must be reduced
reack the deficit target for the vear.
and the umtorm percentace by which
program accounts must be reduced to
achieve the required reduction.

OMB would be required to “give
due regard” 1o the CBO report and -
explain differences between its report
and CB(O's. The twe agencies would
have to observe specific restrictions on
economic and technical assumptions
used Iin making deficit estimates. and
on distribution of the percentage cuts.

The president would twice is~ue
the OMB report as an order making
the spending cuts. The first time the
order would temporarily halt spend-
ing. If fegiclation were not enacted af
ter the first order 1o meet the deficit
target by other means, CBO and OMR
would aga.rn report and the second
OME report. 1ssaed by the presinent,
would make the spending cuts permo
nent. The second verston wouid refle
savings made in the interim. The leg
islation exphoitiy authorizes changes
or canceliation of the final order by
0Nt resolulion under @ specidi exDe-

dite proceaure

. i~¢ scheduies for the aurn
matic-cut procedare. as foliows for
flecus TUNS ondv O it the e

shot” date by whs
enad faw e
be i eflect e e counteo by OA

and CBOoan

h \'unmh, and res

b reailations migee

autoliatn -t
paowhich tne
Congres- 1t he
tary spending
aer a- perntied b

CBevoreport O 200 OME repom 1

The TiresTent anm Lo L ondres- 4 ne oL

Gate the Tep Ti goes inte eflecl. with
* L
'

herding fands retroacionve ot 1
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Nov. 15, second CBO report. showing
anv changes in spending and revenues
thl;l have become final; Nov. 20. final
OMB report to the president and to
Congress and the date the reported
spending cuts become permanent can-
cellations in spending  authority,
Withir five davs afier the cuts go inte
effect. anv Joint resolution affirming
the defense-spending modifications as
proposed by the president must be in-
troduced. Within 10 dave after the
cuts goanto effect. any joint resolution
revicing the final order must be intro-
duced

For vears after fiscal 1985 the

schedule 150 Aug 15 presidential noti-
fication  on miiitar

accounts  and
snapshot” dater Aug 200 CBO report:
Aug 25 OMB report. and president
1ssues order. to become effective Oct
1. Gct 10 secona CBO report: Oct. 15,
final OMB report, effective immed)-
ately.

The timing of joint resolutions
following the final order is the same
for all vears

¢ Retain the overall composition of
the autematic cuts, with half from de-
fense and half from non-military pro-
grams. and exempt Social Security. in-
terest pavments on the federal debt
and certain poverty programs. Reduc-
tions in Medicare would continue to
be limited to 2 percent. The bili also
restates various exemptions enacted in
other legislation and cla-ifies ar ex-
emption for the Commo ity Supple-
mental Food Program

® Extablish federal bdget-deficit
targets as follows: for fiscal 1985, $144
bilhon: fiscal 1989, $136 billion: fiscal
1990, 100 billion: fiscal 1991, $64 hi}-
hont fiscal 1992, §25 biilion: fiscal
1997 zero

A ¥10 bilhor margin of error is
allower tor all vears except fiscal 194,
mearing that the autemat: - spending
Cut provision 1s supposed te be trig-
Hoa delicit estimate ex
target by more than Sio
the real targets are 154
bilt $116 billion. &74
otllion and zero
- 34T TR Drocess 1 designerd
Cine ectrmateq defion 1o the
fut there are exceptions for s
ars 19SS and 19su

For 198~ the autoriatic
conid be avaided with 2 total of §23
bitbor in budgetars  savings. sub-
tracted from total spending for pro-
grams as provided by ocurrent law.
with ad,ustments for inflatior and for
changes in program participatiorn.

Cuts under the automatic proce-

gered onl
Ceeded the

hilien

Cuts

dure would be limited to $23 billion.
even if theyv failed to get the deficit
down to the target.

For 1989, the automatic cuts
would be triggered by a deficit esti-
mate exceeding the target
than $10 billion. but the cuts would he

ther the amount needed to reach the

bilisor from curren:
spending tadiusted for inflatior and
program partcipation: — but no meore
than &3¢ bilhion

Original Gramm-Rudmar targeis
were. for fiscal 198€. $171.4 biliton:
1987, §144 billion: 1988, $105 bilhon:
1989, 872 billion: 1990, $36 billion:
1891, zerc. with & $10 billion margin of
error for all vears except the last.

¢ Revise the method of caicuiating
the spending total Chaseline s used 1
estinvate the deficii and from whicr
the cuts are 1o he subiracted in the
automatic process.

The eftect of the change is to ease
the impact of the automatic cuts by
eniarging the base to be cut.

Under the original law. the hase.
line was 10 reflect spending and reve
nues resuiting from laws and final
regulations 1 effect at specific dates.
For anv appropriations that were not
finished for the coniing fiscal vear. the
spending level was to he the amount
appropriated for the previous fisca
vear. with no ailowance for costs of
inflation in the coming vear or for
changes in rates of participatior in
federal programs

In the new version. allowances for
inflation tspecified in the hill: and 1or
changes in participation rates could be
added to the previous vears approps.-
ated levels

Alseo if & continuing appropria-
tions resclutior. covering less than s
full vear is in effect at the time of an
automatic-cut - order. the baseline
would refiect spending levels of the
resolution. prorated for the duration
of the spending-cut order.

A continaing resolution provide-
appropriations tor part or all of g vear,
funding ievels i3 refiect amounis
set by the previous vear's appropria-
tion or by partially compieted bills 1or
the fiscal vear in question. or com
binatins of both

The nili
expenditures.
price-support
ments to farmers,
baseline

® Permit  the president. in  the
spending-cut order. t¢ deviate from
uniform percentage reductions in mil;-

noTe

targer or KAe

inciuding
deficiency™ pas
be assumed In the

tary accourts. For personne; expend.-
Loevagn T angimsons enmen.
Reioau i 0 omititen « weoke T RGO eRe L earce hent
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Economic Affairs - 3

tures. the president could exempt all
or part from cuts if an equivalent
amount were subtracted from other
defense programe. and if he notified
Congress of this change

For non-personnel accounts, 1

R}

president could cut fess from some a.
¢ou

ntsand more fron others, bat v

procedures. None of these a
counts could be incressed above the
appropriated level, however and the
aggrepate defense reduction could not
change.

® Impose new restrictions on what
may be counted as budgetary wavi;
for purposes  of  complving  w;
Gramm-Rudmun  Receipts fron.
sate of federar asseis such as foans apd
from eariy “prepavment’ of loans. i,
cluding those of the Rura! Electr . -
von  Aaministration. could not ix
counted. Also not counted wouid be
tempuorary savings from shifting yon
ernment actions. such as a militan
pavcay. from one fiscal vear to the
nex:

® Prohibit Senate consideration o -
budget resolution based on mire tha:
one set of economic and tecbnica! as
Sumplions. a8 occurred
House and Senate in 1987 when each
chamber used optimicts assumptyons
te ciaim compliance with Gramn
Rudman.

® Continue for the duration of the
bill 5 Senate rule barring extranecns
provisions from the Senate version of
budget-reconcihation lecislation. Ais.

bar from Senate reconciliation bilis

hoth the

DIOVISIOns noreasinge f«

S oenern Thooag

ered by reconcilic Reomiige
Siis implement defieis requ g

changes in program  authorization.
ar assumed In the

and revenie laws,
budget resalution

tha! ine«

decision.

At

& SIMpie Maiorils

L4 Rt‘(")nh’l’n‘:fx(ﬁ
pian for experim
priations for certair agencies
CBG. with ! from

consuitations

gevelopment of &

ental taoavear

Gene: ccounung Oftice, 1o reper
on certain aspects of federa, (reds
programs [ ]
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# t California’s su-
blic instruction and
‘ unified school dis-

law by suspending

& for disrupting classes

administrative and

B qures established in the

P o for All Handicapped

- mbers of Congress. in-
were original sponsors
a friend-of-the-court
8 4ing the children.

, officials contend the
R " were proper and that the
E Circuit Court of Appeals.
B d against the school system.
In 1te brief. the state said
W sl court decisiun requir-
& 10 be returned to the class-
a short suspension “makes
k11 would be contrary to the
B of the disruptive child as well
R terest of the children in the
1t could not have been
B oo P €SS intended.”

R, members disagree. Their
ri~ that the legislative his-
P the act = makes clear that Con-
a4 not want to leave decisions
n: {handicapped students’
nt in the discretion of schoo!
The |act] was a congressional

If there is an extended de-

lay in confirming a suc-

cessor to retired Justice

Lewis F. Powell Jr., the

court may deadlock, 4-4.
on important issues.

Copyngn 98" Congreswona’ Quarerh n.
Kepr 00uchor. prohibited In whole o & POr excew’ b edtonia Chent
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Supreme Court

response to a shameful history of ex-
clusion, segregation, inadequate edu-
cation and expulsion of handicapped
children.”

Food Stamps
Food stamp advocatgs in  the

House and Senate wili /be closelz
watching a case (‘hallenﬁng the law
allowing the government to deny food
stamps to a household \fhen one mem-
ber is on strike. /

The case is Lyngh International
Union. United Autohobiic Aerospace
& Agricultural Implement Workers of
America. UAW et of - and concerns the
validity of the strike language. which
wae added to the Food Stamp Act in
1981 The highly (I‘omrm'ersia‘! amend
ment floated afound Congress for
vears and finally was adopted as part
of a massive budget “reconciliation”
bill (PL 97-35),

The federal district court in
Washington. D.C.. ruled the provision
unconstitutional because ‘1\did not ra-
tionallv further a legitmyte govern
mental purpose.

Fried. arguing for the A
Department. which handles
stamp law. charged that th
court “improperly second-guessks the
complex choices made by Conkress
when it amended the Food Stamp
Act.” Fried said it was appropriate {or
Congress to "remove itself from labar
disputes by withdrawing benefits that
it thought were more appropriately
provided by union ctrike funds.”

If the high court upholds the
&Irtke provision. epponents in Con-
gress are Likelv 1o introduce legislaton
to remove it from the Food Stamp
Act.

Homosexual Rights

In another case of interest to Con
gress. the court in June agreed to re-
view a decision that could help define
the constitutional rights of homosex
uals and the authority of the 14 a.
rector to fire people

Members will be paving attention
1o thic case for guidance on homosex-
ual rights and. 10 the wake of the Tran-
contra affair. the limits of accountahii-
ity of the ClA

The case. Webster v Doe. in
volves the firing of a CIA emplovee
known onlv as John Doe. who told his
superiors that he was a homosexual.
He chalienged his firing. claiming tha:
he posed no security risk and poting
thai hir work had been considered ex-
emplary. He asked 1t be toid why he
war fired. but his request was refused

Sept. 26, 1987 —PAGE 2307
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Supreme Court - 8

The CIA claimed that Doe's case
was not subject to judicial review, but
the D.C. appeals court disagreed. The
court sent the case back to the district
court to gather more evidence about
whether the CIA has a policy barring
emplovment of someone who is a ho
mosexua!l or because of homosexual
conduct.

The government appealed to the
Supreme Court contending that the
CIA director’s decision to fire someone
1¢ not reviewable. To allew judicial re-
view. Fried said. would undermine the
CIA director’s ability te run  his
agency. But Doe contended the case is
not about the director’s discretion, but
whether the CIA has a pohey of deny-
ing work te homosexuals and whether
this policy is unconstitutional.

Exclusionary Rule

The court last addressed the so-
calied “exclusionary rule’” in 19x4
when 1t created two exceptions to the
general  proposition  that evidence
gathered by police in violation of the
Fourth Amendment must be excluded
at & criminal trial. The Fourth Amend-
ment bars unreasonable searches and
seizures.

The exclusionary rule was first
developed by the court in 1914 to de-
ter police misconduct. For vears. some
law enforcement officers chafed under
the doctrine. convinced it hampers po-
lice work and aliows guiltv people to
go free.

Conservative members of Con-
gress have sought to ease the rule but
have been unsuccessful

The court took much of the en-
ergy out of the congressiomal debats in
1924 wher it approvec modifications
te the rule. In one case it carved out a
“good faith” ptior in cases where
an officef had obtained a warran:.
seized evidence and then learned that
the warrant was defective In the
other. it eased the rule in situalhions
where the evidence umproperiv of
tained would have inev: v been di~-
covered anvwav  (JUs0 dimana:

The justices accepted two dr
cases for argu tm

o1 ¢
The issue 1 Murr
o ULN s the e
§ ot properia
wher that warrant
came after a previousiv iliegai search

. the cases. the police discovered
eviaence of drug oftenses during an

iosearch of & warehouse  After

overing the evidence they went U
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In seeking a deal to ban
chemical weapons, “to go to
the Soviet Union empty-
handed is the wrong mes-
sage at the wrong time.”
_Sen. Richard C. Shelby, D-Ala.

motion. was 49-48. (Vote 269. p 2350,

But the closeness of that vote re-
flected longstanding doubts about the
weapon's  technical effectiveness,
rather than Senate sentiment about
nerve gas. Long a leading opponent of
binarv-weapons production. Pryor in-
cluded in his amendment this year pro-
visions that would have begun develop-
ment of a new chemical weapon for the
missions currently assigned to the Big-
eve. "l am not a big fan of chemica!
weapons.” Pryor said. "but 1 am a big
fan of making good weapons.”

INF Treaty

By a vote of 62-28. the Senate
killed an amendment by Jesse Helms
R-N.C.. putting conditions on the
pending U.S.-Soviet INF missiit
treaty. ‘Vote 271 p 2351 related
storan. p 2296

Helms amendment declared that
no such treaty should be ratified by
the Nenate unless

e Soviet comphance can be verified
“unguestionahly ”

e The Soviete ston violating the 1970
U.S-Soviet treaty hmiting anti-baliisti
missiie weapons. 1t is generally believed
by 1.8, expert- that a huge radar at
Krasnoyarsk in Siberia violates the ac-
cord. (Weekiv Report p. 2230

Some leading conservatives have
complained that the Reagan team ha-
softened ite stance on verification
standards and past Soviet violation:
for the sake of reaching the agreement
“in principle” onoan INF treany Cari
Levin. D-Mich.. denounced Helms’
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move as “a treatv-killer amendment
before the treaty is even born.™

Missile Deployments

By a vote of 51-33. the Senate
Sept. 1& tabled a Helms amendment
ordering the Air Force to replace 50
single warhead Minuteman Il intercon-
tinental missiles with triple-warhead
Minuteman llls. (Vote 257, p 2345]

The Minuteman Ills are now be-
ing removed from their launchers to
make room for 50 larger MX missiles.
which carry 10 warheads apiece.

Helms noted that the swap would
add 20¢ fairly accurate nuclear war-
heads to the U.S. arsenal at little cost.

However, hard-line critics of the
1979 U.S.-Soviet strategic arms limita-
tion treatv (SALT II) long have urged
the deplovment of additional multi-
warhead land-based missiles for an-
other reason: It would break one of the
ceilings set by the treaty. which the
critics believe favors the Soviet Union,

In November. Reagan dropped his
policy of informally observing the lim-
ite set by the unratified SALT II, but
no planned U.S. deployment would
break the limit on multiple-warhead
missiles. as would Helms' amendment.

Other Amendments

Also adopted were amendments:
e By Steve Svmms, R-Idaho, calling
for abrogation of the 1972 U.S.-Soviet
agreement under which each country
hac built a new embassy in the other’s
capital  Symms’ amendment  also
called for negotiation of a new agree-
ment requiring the Soviet Union to
uild & new embassy in a relatively
jow-lving part of Washington. The
pewl¥ built Soviet chancery. unoccu-
pied as vel. is on one of the highest
cites in Washingion. a fact which some
crities fear will enhance Soviet ability
te eavesdrop on secret V.S, communi-
cations in the capital. Approved Sept
24 by 70-27. (Vote 265. p. 2350, back-
ground. Weekls Report po 1427
The Senate adopted a similar.
non-binding resolution (& Res 2611 on
July 30 (Weekls Report p 1766
e B: Frank R Lautenberg. D-N.J..
allowing uniformed military personne!
to wear “neat and conservative' rell-
gious apparel. The amendment would
overturn a 1986 Supreme Court deci-
sior that the military can prohibit an
Orihodoy Jew from wearing a var
mulke. or skulicap. Last vear. the Sen-
ate tabled Lautenberg’s amendment:
this vear it passed 55-42 on Sept. 20 B
S:aff writer Stecen Pressmarn

contribulea te thas stora
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